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The Research Institute is predicated on the assumption that many
of the problems exhibited by learning disabled children arise because
of difficulties they manifest in information-processing. The overall
-goals of the Institute are to investigate the nature of such informa-

tion-processing difficulties and, on the basis of the findings of these

investigations, to develop effective and efficfént instruction for
children with learning disabilities.

The Institute is composed of five independent task forces*that
- focus on specific academic skill areas fundamental to the school curri-
culum: basic reading and spelling, reading -comprehension, arithmetic,
and study skills. All of the task forces are dedicated to the identi-
fication of specific disabilities in these skill areas and to the develop-

ment of effecc;ve'remedial instruction.
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L Abst‘ract. _ R - )
) ‘1}\0 Present st‘iidy-evgluatedAt.he eff.ecf of ipply:ing a mastery learning
,, model to sight word iﬁ‘strﬁcﬁ,ipn for iu’:\mi_.hg 'd;sabléd, -elementary- E
_ _.school youngsteérs, Tixirty‘-twg éhilc!ii;en, drawvn from di.agﬂosiic class~ /,/
§ rooms :am'i‘ clin;cs, were .;auéhb 30 sight Awords'_in,‘nine. lessons o';rer a ! |
3 "‘_ period of th;g_e,ﬁeeksr‘“:ﬁié.;‘ié' ‘incorporated the following remedial
y | .~ | :p;_.fin“gig_,l.“e_é s limiting Ehje“size of the’,;ea;hing,un1£,.gi}riﬁg discrimi-.
- éa;iod training, providing i{deq‘ua‘ge: p'ra,ctice-a:id' t;fvj;gw,, and utiiizing
y a viai:ietfv. >;>f‘ contexts to ‘iﬁséig transfer. P;stte’st .é’e'ifofm:zce, at
| the end of 4the- three weeks, indicated that 84% of T:heksain?lil.e vas
£ able .\tp attain 80% or better 'gccura'c‘y on 1ists or senfenceé containigg
;/\\ " ‘the 30. wof;d's/g Results of this “i.ﬁve_g,tigation sugfesg th"at: a nrjority
' Jf/ w/cﬁilfiren can reach xqa'stery on sight w‘ords“within a reasonable
| tine frgmewo;:k if instruction incorporates important remedial gginqiples;; i .
2 - , v,
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- E Applying the Mascegy LéarqingAMo&el fo Sight Word iq§cruccion

for Diseﬁled Readers . . <

The mestef&-ieatning*inectuccional“m;del‘(Bloom, 1968) proposes
thetla majority of child?ep may be able to eehieveache same emount
- of learning (i.e., master ehe-s@me material) 1if two eond;cione are
met. First, each learner must be .given sifficient time to master
" each leafﬁing step in an instructional sequence,. Second, children
must be given the appropriate help and feedbaek in order to correct

.. and rework tﬁeelearning steps until each,is'mascered. The goal of

ek

mastery learning s;rategies is to fix achievement for a group at
some  constant mastery level and manipulate instruction (such as the

" - amount of repetition, feeédback, or correction) so that all pupils
K . . A
. attain it, Thus, the essence of mastery learning strategies, stated

‘

by Bloom (1977), is "groep instruction supplemented by frequent feed-

back and- individualized Help as each student needs ic." (p. 24)

- ..r-- hd

Rloom’s" approach ‘incorporates what is essentiaily teacher-d‘rected -

o group ipstruction; it is the amount of practiee and fgedbgck ttac is

‘individualized. - - %'

-

Although the elemencs of the mascery learning model are not new, \x*\\\

‘J v v e e e e e s s o

it is only in recent years that effeccive scracegies and programs

e s - ‘

labeled mastery learning have ‘been ‘developed -and- researched Accord=- .
ing to Block (1971), mastery learning procedures share many feacure5°
pecification of instruccional objeccives, well-defined learning casks,

complete mascery of one task before going on to another; absolute or

criterion-réferenced evaluacion'co detérmine mastery; and,repeated

¢ : N /
. - . - - "r
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~learning ‘is for learners to reach a -specified criterion level of

- -'\-,\
* on mastery learning interventions with learning disabled -children. -

are incended to allow for equal 1eve1s of .performance. from learners, . A

instruction until mastery is achieved. ‘Since-the goal -of mastery - ﬁ——v~--~;

performance, Ehis lasc'fEacure--recycling or giving repeated oppor-

tunities for children to attain satisfactory performance--is a crucial

¢

one, particularly for slow learmers.

. The effic;cy of-masteryrléarning strategies appears to be
well-documented for different age groups of normal 1;;;;érs (Block,
1971; Burrous & Okey, 1975; Glaser, 1968; Katims, 1977; Lawler, Dick,

&'Riser, 1974; Suppes, 1964). There has been less research, however,

In a critical review of mastery learnirg theory, Mueller (1976)

suggested that mastqrf learning's optimal usefulness might >e

specifically in teaching basic skills at the elementary grade,level,

especially to slow learners or those who do not learn independently..~ -%-——~---
Since the model hypothesized a reduction in failure, Mheller-statéd ;
that mastery learning would be an effective model to use with % :

educacionally disadvantaged children at all grade lévels. Ohe reason 2,

. that mastery learning procedures may be parcicularly appropriate for

_—— .__\__ — - e e

slow learners or learning disabled children is that chese scracegiesul Y

regardless of—children s encering abilities, or what Bloog (1968)
calls cognisive_entry behaviors. In fact, many learning disabilities
specialists and;researcﬂers (Bryant, 1965; Haring & Bateman, 1977;
Johsson g Myklebust, 1§§7) agree gpac instruction for disabled young-

sters needs,éo be systematic and inqorporate‘ﬁany of the features that
- T

are inherent in mastery iearning strategies. //‘

R S -
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Vqriation in time to learn between children with .high and low
\ ) )

'encry.behaviogs poses one of the major problems in. incorporating

_mastery learning theory into group iﬁst}u;tipn,ipg;cigglgrly for

.learning disabled children who, although consistently low in achievé-

ment, may exhibit wide ranges in ability or prerequisite knowledge. !

Although group inscruccion may not be as désirable for handicapped

learners_as individual, tutorial instruction, few educational set-

tings f;r learning disabled children have the means to provide

.~

individual tutoring.

-

The major goal of the present research was to develop and

document the effectiveness of group experimental procedures designed

4 - .
to be efficient in accomplishing mastery in sight word reading within

reasonable time limits for learnipg disabled children. Specif%;ally,

the reséarch sought Eo answer the question: What are chE iniﬁial‘and

b N
-~
Y 1

cumulative effects of mastery sight word procedures on the achievement
\ }

of learning disabled children?

Method
Subjects

A total of 32 children (26 boys and 6 girls) whb had been diagnosed

'as—learning~disabied“were“selected“from”populaqions'df elementary‘;bﬁbol
: |

_children enrolled in diagnostic-remedial ciasses in New Ybrk éity pub~

lic schools or in remedial reading classes : conducted at two psycho-

educacional clinics iﬁ New York Cicy. Children had been categorized as

»

learning disabled by school or clinic personnel because of discrepancies

between intellectual functioning and reading achievement. No cpild

=

. *
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vith_primary sensory, emotional, or neu}qlogical difficulties was

.

included in.the sample.
The following rriteria were used to select children for the

study. (a) Teachers or clinicians selecced those children who
~
they felt Hza\poor sighc word vocabularies. (b) On precests, chil-

dren demonstrated a lack -of knowledge of the specific words to be

taught. s - Y. \

~

~  The sample of children had aemean chronological hée of lZl \
months (SD =« 20; range = 86-162), a mean Full Scale IQ (Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children--Revised) of 87 (sD = ll' range = 70-119),
and a mean word recognition grade equivaleﬁ; (Wide Rgpge Achievement -
Test-Reading subtest) of 2.2 (SD = 1; range = 1,0-3.5). Children
were drawn from populations thaﬁ represented predominantly lower:

socio-economic levels and black or hispanic ethnic backgrounds.

Procedure
Ztocedure .

In order to facilitate mastery learning, the fqllowlng instructional
procedures were used: Teaching ‘in S5-word Qnies; dropping words temporarily
as they ggevlearned;“proyidingldiscribucednpreccice~ecrose~days;-giving
specific d;scrimina;ion*;rdinigg; ana; training for transfer. Lessons
were constructed, to grévide all children with an epporeenity to achieve
masEefx_ef. (a) thirty sight: words in list presentation; (;3 discrimina-
tion of these words from visually similar miscue words; and (c) reading
of these words iq sentences and stories consiéclng of che‘thirty vords.

All children received Bine 30-minuce\periods of‘inscrchion. The

child:en.were taught in groups of two to five on three different days

each week ‘for three consecucive weeks. ‘The lessons ere conducted by

= )
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six experimental cegché§§ who were graduate students in special edu-

+  -cation t'.n:J:egd:l.::g_.w A teachers received training which included \

* careful ;égdggg of lesson scripts, familiaization with teaching
) i 2 | - b '
materials, gnq/gjqﬁi;ced activities for each part of the lessons.

In addition, each teacher was observed during an inscruciional period

to insure that procedures were carried out according to the pre-:

scribed scripts. ' ‘ ‘ :
i

'Inbhruccional objectives, fhe'firsc step in applying the mastery

learning dbdél Eo_sighc word inscruccioﬁ was the specification of

objectives and definition of|the corresponding learpigé tasks to be

Y —— . ~

mastered, Tén-differenc words ‘were taught during each wéek. Mastery -

of a week's worq; was defined as regcbiqg\cricerionr(a fixed achieve- .

i . i

ment level of ome correct trial) on each of the following: (a) reading
. | . . A .
each training word correctly in two five-word lists; (b) reading each

training word icorrectly in one combined ten—wor& listsl (e) fejéccing
{ * o

twenty nonsense miscue words'(cw? per training word) that differed

\\\ by either a ﬁiddi\g or final le\tce\‘; from the training u}’ords; (d) reading

at least two‘phrases and sgn;eéceéﬁconcaining the trainihg words; and,

\

f
|
!

. \ . * i
(e) reading bne\ short story containing all ten words.:
Summary of mastery lesson fotm#il Each week of,inscruction was

“ !
3

the same,:except that a different seéadf ten words waé taught each veek.
The order of pieéencécion of-&ords wighin a week remained éﬁnstan:, |
but the order of preéencacion for gbecific sets of.words‘was counter-
bélanced across instructional groups. ~I£¥che first lesson, children
received introductory activities on five Lf'che ten Yords Eo be taught,

followed by mastery pracctice. The godponencs of mastery practice were

‘ \‘l‘ : A‘ . e . ) B .;

e e e et i e i et
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. of trials'needed by each" child to reach criterion on all words on a

;miséﬁe word, N

-

essentially the same across all days. of instruction. Childrea'read

the uords from individual cerds while the teacher reccrded the number

N, . ‘ﬁ~§‘

seperete»recording‘sheet. Whenever a child nade an error, the teacher

. i . L]

recorded an incorrect trial and gave the correct' responoe, the child

immediately repeated the word. All pupils were able to reech criter\oé\

({.e., one cqrrect rial per word) within five trials. Only misread

| .
words were recycled fon children until .each was' mastered: Once a
A

uord was read correctly,

was dz}pped ;rom\tpat part*cular child's
1ist, Children in a® group who reached criterion on all vords witbin

a minimum Pumber of trials rem ld actively involved in‘the lesson
\ : -
through choral responding (after another child'read a word correctly).
Introductory activities and mastery practice vere :given in a similar
. N / -

fashion for the second five words: Thgx:wo five-word units were then

combined and practiced to mastery usingffhe total set of ten words.
Discrimination training was also provided during the first lesson.

\
Children were shown training words mixed with miscue words in which

either a middle or final lntter was changed"they were instructed to

-

read each re;l\training word’ and.reject (say "no" to)neac nonsense
: N A , N

N

»~  The second lesson began with a review of the\ten training words
followed by phrase and sentence reading practice in which children .

read first one-word, and then two-word and three-word phrases, and

eventually sentences containing thggten traininévwords.

. L \
Childresn then practiced at least two sentences (containing four different
training words) until they read them accurately. In lesson three,

12
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children received both silent .and oral reading practice as well as
comprehension exercises on a sﬁpit story incorporating all ten words.

®

Instruction during Week's Two and Three also included cumulative

.

practice on all previous weeks{'ﬁords in list presentation and in

.

sentences.
C!

/

’

yaceriais. The ten training words for éﬁch week were selected
to megt the foliowing‘ériteriaa"(l) they were not likely to be in
a child's sight word repertoire; (2) they were likely to be in a
+ child's speaking vociﬁﬁi;;y; and; (3) they were grouped aécording
cd'gﬁe cent?al cheﬁe so that they could be incorgpracéd into a
meaningful sﬁort story. Sixty different nonsense miscue words (two

per training word) vere also used during training. The specific

training words and examples of miscue words are shown in Table 1.

Yo

(¢}

-
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Iréining'wbrda/and.Examplgs of Miscue Words Used During Instruction N

NG
-

Table 1

i

N

(-

13 MR

Set A '., ‘ SN

.|

[

¢
Set C

v

-~

—~—_

Set B
3y

" Training Words Miscue Wﬁrds Training Words Miscue Words Training Words Miscue Words

& .

Winnie.
pigeon
soidiqr‘
todch
wiilte’
cgréal
bhoﬁzl‘
teéipe.
.calm

~

sﬁggescj

Winbie ) = i?arbatd‘
pigeov ' dedrf
_<Bb1§4gr;f§ 1gcﬁ;t
Coyy NF -
‘toucd r -//f//gashfer
T Wiltie. ///( argue \
céreab/// Bertha
shomel swe;ter
ieci?u glsuse
cakm ‘ collar
suggﬁal sleeves

b

Barbaru |
scirf
jackeh
castier
.Qrguo
’Berlha
sweatem
bibnsé
cbilhg L

‘8leoves

Albert

point

ceiling

Elisabeth

mosquito
mark,
ladder

ghoves

" cough

I
ruins

‘mosquiti

Alberh

pajnt /
ceilinp /

/

Elimabeth

mack

laddec
shives
cougd

ruons

aedang xr'Ve ames

EYSYYIRITYYIN
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Measurement. An individually-administered test was given one |
day prior to instruction as a pretest and one day after training as
2 posttest. It consisted of the chircy sight words in list presenta-

N v
tion and in sentences:

.
)

Children were also'given individual, criterion-referenced tests
at the end of cach week of inscruccion. Each weekly test consisted
of the ten training words for the week and ten miscue words,

In order co assess a child's learning rate on the material pre-

sented in the lessons, the number of trials needed to reach criterion

on items was tabulated. " Two learning'race measures were computed by N
summing che number of trials needed to read each word correctly one
time in.a S5-word grouping (5-word trials score) and in a 10-word - -

grouping (10-word trials score).
Results

- Children made significant gains from pretest to posttest in

e ——

their ability to read words in 1ist presentation and in che context
of sentences. Table 2 summarizes che pretest and postcest performance
" of the group. The average number of words read correctly in list

format increased significancly from 2.2 (7Z)~ouc of 30 on the pretest

- to 26.9 (90%) on the posttest, t (31) =~ 33.70, p < .00l. $imilarly,
the number of words 1read correctly in sentences increased from 1.4 (5%)
on the pretest to 26. 7 (892) on the posttest, t (31) = 30.42, p <. 001.
Children needed, on- che average, 35.1 trials (SD = 5.2) to read all
words correctly one time in a 5-word grouping and 36.8 trials (SD = 6.6)

-

to ‘read them correctly in a 10-word grouping.

| 15 ‘
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Table 2 . I

-~

<
Means and Standard Deviations of Words Read Correctly

e

on Pretest énd Posttest

\.
,/ Pretest . Posttest
Possible .
) Measure _ Range X. o3 S 4 X Sb % Gain
_ Words in 0-30 2.2 (3.0)° 72 26.9  (4.6) 90% 24.7*
o T st pre- 4 ' .
. .
) sentation
‘o . ) ’ *
Words in 0-30 1.4 (3.0) 5% 26.7 (4.5) 89% 25,3

sentences

i —— —_ .

_ . . o~

- *Gains are significant at’ the .00l level,

I_Joce. N = 32, _ ; b

16 ! o
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Of the entire group-of.éhildren, 27 (84Z) had 802 accuracy on the
posttest.. It is interesting to noc; that 25 éhildrén (78%) had 90% |
accaracy aad 10 childr;n (53.32) had 100% accuracy on the posttest.
Thus, the mastery learningvscracegies were successful in bringiigvche‘:
majority of chiidren to an 80% or better criterion level on sight word

and senteace reading at the end of three weeks of instriction.
A sumaery of the group's mean weekly posttest performance, pre-

scntea in Table 3, indicates that the children retained, on the~average,\
- . between 83% ind 90% of the words taught cach week. The number of
- correct discriminations made (i.e;,‘correct rejections of miscues)

was between 752‘and-862 ;ach week. The we;kly‘ihstrﬁécion ;as,

therefore, effective in teaching disabiid—readegs to both read and

~

-discriminaté sight words at a high level of accuracy.

i
o - 7 . .
- ‘ §; Table 3

. ! . : .
- Average We?kly Performance on Sight Word Reading

i and Discrimination
} ",
' \ !

-

£ ‘ ' )
. Words ; Digcriminacion
Word Set X sp ooz X  sp % .
Set A 8.7 (1.9) 872 8.0 (1.6) 80%
Set B 8.6 (2.0) 862 7.5 (@.9) 752

-Sgc c 8.5 “(1.7) 85% 7.8  (1.9) "78%

Note. N '= 32. ‘ J o

17

Possible range for all i“s is 0-10.
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j“ . ~TFive of the children (16% of the total group) retained~on1y \ 'E
- — 60% of the words taught. Two factors, in particuler,-eppear to
differentiaté these children rrom the totel group. The first is )
the 10-word-trie1s score, or the total number of trials needed to
read .ieﬁ/fﬁ;d correctly in a lo-word list., ‘For each child this
r*’ -~ -score féll wore t_'n*one.standerd.qevietion ‘above the neenzof the
: entire group. The»eecqnd measure is tne average number of words
® o read ¢ rectly on ‘the three':eekly ‘tests. For teach of theee\children,
Vthie scorewae more thnn one stendard deviation belowlthe group mean,
- Althoéih these children received additional practice to criterion on»j o
words rQEy read incorrectly on weekly tests, their final poettest
perfornanc; still fell below 80% accuracy.. Significant correlations !
were obreined ‘betweer the trials score and posttest. performance (r - -.72)
_end betwoen~the weekly test scores end\posttest performance (r = .88) A
.:‘Theei 2orreletione sugaest that children who need more rhan the everege . -j

number of Sctemptc to read -each word: correctly in a 10-word unit end who

perform below. criterion 1eve1 -on- weekly measures .are. most: likely to
'obtein lower overell posttes: ecoree. )

; ' In sunnery, all 32 children were-able to leern the 30 sight -

<

wordc end cnly 162 had difficulty retaining them. C@ildreg,gere! ‘ X

able to..read qprds in lists or sentences with an equnl degree of

proficiency.

L
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_Diacnasion

The‘preaant investigation documented: the effectiveness of
appijingutheuﬁaatery.1earning,modei:to,aight word instruction:
fér‘grouﬁa:of.learningjdiaah;ad children, One conclusion, based.

onsraaeafchéfindin\slfron:previousnmastefy 1earninglinterventions.

ia that naatery leaqning atrategies enable at least 80% of all

atudenta -to. reach a igh: levelzof final achievement. On the basis

Q

of tha preaent find a, thia“conclusionfcan~be'extended'to diaabled

\

childran, 8bz~of the laarning disabled youngatera“in the present\\

atudy attained at leaat n*GOZ accuracy level on 30 sight words: iy 3

after a.Qrday inatructional a/Enence that incorporated naatary ﬁ\\\

’ } ‘ -
learning atrategiea. f e T : o
oy

Mastery: 1earning advocates concede ‘that, even with efficient i

T

inatructional procedurea that teach for mastery; ‘some studenta (at

vorst: 202) vill not ‘attain & specified criterion level. “Five children
(16!) in the present study had less than ‘80% accuracy on: the posttest.
. Fbr theae childrenf/the mastefy learning model: may - still ‘have educational

/

advantageacover%otherAinstructional»models. what.may~bewnecessary are

further instructional refinements rather than abandonment of the model.

T ror example‘—for“:ome children-‘itﬂmay+be—sufficientetounodifyeinatruc-,cr,‘e

~.

‘tiom- by tcaching the same<number of words :smaller units or by gro-

vvidin; nore repetition or trials petr -word. . some instances, instric-

; tiontl objactivea may need to be mcdified to match the ability of the

‘1aarner, such as teaching fewer worda each. week, teaching easier

‘uorda,eor lowering:aghievemeqt”expectationa. It is possible that

’ aéq;ichiidren,najeeben require a different, more enga}in? ingtﬁuctional
. . « N - .
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. mode, For example, nulti-sensory techniques or ‘audio-visual materials

a——

 might be appropriate-edditions\to instruction.

Further resesrch isineeded to.determine'bhetbér or not'these
few children vitb,ingdequate retention can be expected tO‘rencb a _ ,%
bigher'IeVel\of ;ccurncyion sight-word‘reading:tssks; The effective- \ '?

g\ncss of some of the modifications suggested above needs to be tested

3 " Vwithin ‘an experimental framework. The instructional procedures

described not only serve.as a model of efficient instruction for
i

learning disabled youngsters, they slso provide diagnostic informstion

‘ abopt learners than canihelp teachers prescribe the mosttsppropriite
?ﬂ-i | ind-noét'optiﬁsl~teachingr |
éy, .- In summsry, the present study indicated that the applicatiOn of
é:. ' \ ,mcstery learning: strategios&to sight word instruction for learning
gff; 'fT diiébledicbildren is eifective in bringing the_majority of . children
gﬁjfm. ' to ' W hig; Criterion. level (80!) within reasonable instructionel time.
%:' fkesource Toom teachérs or specialists wbo work wvith LD children in '
“ :snsll groups are often faced with the problem of providing‘reauing
-%§~««~ - {nstruction .to .all ¢hildren- within—a~40 or SO—ninute period.-vhicb 1§ —:~~w—
é*;wi;u;*HW &ot eufficient}time to- sllow them ‘to tesch indiyidocllzt g??,fhfff,-rhcl
i _ t\acbers;vmsstery learning~strategies; such as those outlined“in‘thii'
% paper, constitute an . effective procedure for teaching basic sight word
é' s req ing skills to: lenrning disabled children. . ¥ T
i - . ) I
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